This paper examines the characteristics of two types of social capital; bridging and bonding social capital among the residents inside and outside a marginalized local community in relation to five demographic features of age, gender, geographical origin and years of residence in the community and in Denmark. The data were collected through a questionnaire, conducted in the largest marginalized high-rise community in Denmark, Gellerup, which is about to undergo an extensive community renewal plan. The study showed that residents in Gellerup had access to bonding and bridging social capital inside and outside Gellerup. Nevertheless, the character of the social capital varied considerably depending on age, geographical origin and years lived in Gellerup. Young residents and people who had lived for many years in Gellerup had more social capital than their counterparts. Furthermore, residents from Arab countries had more bonding relations inside Gellerup, while residents from Northern Europe had more bonding relations outside Gellerup.
Introduction
During the 1960s and 1970s, communities of large-scale high-rise housing estates were built in many countries to meet the after-war housing shortage. At first, these neighbourhoods were considered attractive as they offered modern luxury apartments and green facilities, located on the outskirts of the main cities and provided a calm and relaxing environment for working families. However, in most countries, these new high-rise neighbourhoods enjoyed only a short time of popularity before they became segregated and associated with problematic living conditions, crime, poverty, marginalization and a bad image. In recent years, urban renewal programs have become a key concept underpinning policies which aim to address these problems and to target both the physical and social environment.
Gellerup, a low-income neighbourhood in the city of Aarhus, Denmark, has constantly attracted national and political attention. The community has undergone numerous expensive initiatives to overcome the continuing problems, and lately Gellerup has been characterized as a 'mono-functional ghetto', meaning that the area is without or with limited business activities, cultural and educational institutions (Aarhus Kommune, Brabrand Boligforening, 2007) . In 2010, the Danish government approved the most expensive high-rise renewal plan in Danish history (Socialministeriet, 2011) , the purpose being to promote and stimulate a development of social capital in the neighbourhood. This is in line with other international renewal projects such as the widescale Revival Project of Bijlmermeer, Amsterdam (see for example Bijlmermeer Museum, 2011 , Hellaman & Wassenberg, 2004 or Projectbureau Vernieuwing Bijlmermeer, 1998 , the Moving to Opportunity in the United States (see for example Stal & Zuberi, 2009 ) and several others projects. All these projects employed a broad concept of social capital to reduce poverty, ensure economic advancement and improve the image in deprived communities.
In terms of renewal programs, theory based on social capital often constitutes the focal point in the discussions of social cohesion and community development. In general, social capital is defined as a high degree of social interaction within communities and families, civic engagement and associational activity. Social capital is often categorized into bonding and bridging social capital. Bonding social capital is seen as strong ties connecting family members, neighbours, close friends and business associates, while bridging social capital represents weaker ties connecting people with different ethnic, cultural and occupational backgrounds (Putnam, 2000) .
Research on social capital in marginalized communities mainly focuses on bonding and bridging social capital in residential areas. This is explained by the fact that residentially-based networks fulfil an important function in people's everyday lives by providing them with a sense of social belonging, especially for groups such as children, the elderly and others who are likely to spend more time in and close to home. Though, a Swedish study showed that people socialize both inside and outside their neighbourhoods, and in general those inhabitants tend to have stronger ties outside the neighbourhood (Henning & Lieberg, 1996) .
As mentioned earlier, the goal of the renewal plan for Gellerup is to promote and stimulate social capital in the community. In order to be able to evaluate the impact of these efforts at a later stage, it is vital to know how the scope and quality of the social capital look before implementing the plan. The aim of this study is therefore to examine the characteristics of social capital in a marginalized community, Gellerup in Denmark, before the implementation of a renewal plan. The 
Social capital
The work of Bourdieu (1986) , Coleman (1988) and Putnam (1993; 1995) applied the concept of social capital into widespread use in both academic and political debates.
Scholars from different disciplines have adapted the concept to fit a range of theoretical frameworks and utilized the concept in a variety of ways. In general, the sliding implication of social capital is associated with the existence of two complementary areas of application. One area deals with relational capital, rooted in interpersonal relationships, whereas the other area deals with collective capital, which is more related to various forms of social involvement in the local community or in residential areas. Regardless of application, social capital is seen as a network of trusting, reciprocal relationships creating benefits for the members. Bourdieu (1986) was interested in the relational implications of social capital and placed emphasis on the individual's non-material forms of capital, such as knowledge capital and symbolic capital. For Bourdieu, social capital was inextricably linked to economic capital, and he was interested in examining how capital in various forms could reproduce inequality and how it was used by the elite. Bourdieu defined social capital as the sum of resources generated through a social network with a mutual exchange of acquaintance and recognition and is seen as a strategic investment which must be maintained and developed (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992) .
The 'community' was not the primary focus of Bourdieu; rather he was interested in the routine practices of everyday life in relation to what Granovetter (1973) referred to as 'weak ties'. The strength of ties depends, according to Granovetter, on how much time the parties spend together, the degree of emotional intensity and intimacy and the presence of reciprocal exchange. Coleman (1988) represented a rational actor perspective, and with references to the economists' concept of capital, he emphasized the socio-economic importance of social capital. Social capital should be seen as a result of the individual's targeted actions which require open information channels, obligations, trust and norms of mutual exchange. Furthermore, he put forward a structural-functionalist view arguing that "social capital inheres in the structure of relations between persons and among persons" (Coleman, 1990, p. 303) .
With Putnam (1993) , the implications of the concept social capital were expanded. In his influential research, he focused on the relationship between civic traditions, democratic participation and associational activity in modern Italy. Putnam (1995) described social capital as: "features of social organization such as networks, norms and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit" (p. 67). Furthermore, Putnam (2000) introduced two types of social capital: 'bonding and bridging'. Bonding social capital was described as exclusive and homogenous groups or networks with strong personal connections (often family and friends).
These networks provide emotional support, strengthen identities and facilitate reciprocity and solidarity. Bridging social capital, on the other hand, was described as inclusive for the individual and good for linkage to external assets and information between people. Bridging social capital often occurs when people from different backgrounds engage in social activities in groups and organizations. These social networks can provide opportunities for information, raise interest in the surroundings and broaden social horizons. Both bridging and bonding social capital can have powerful social effects on individuals, groups, neighbourhoods and communities.
According to de Souza Briggs, (1997) Gowan (2010) showed the complexity of social capital. These men lacked bridging social capital. On the other hand, their bonding social capital was very strong, and they helped each other getting by without jobs by involving friends in the local drug industry. The strong relationship within the gang was beneficial for the gang itself; however the drug industry was a key element in the destruction of the local neighbourhood in terms of health, trust and security.
Social capital in marginalized neighbourhoods
Social problems are often discussed in terms of lack of social capital, and the concept has been used extensively to study inclusion and exclusion in marginalized neighbourhoods where social isolation and poverty are seen as the consequences of a lack of useful social relations. The application of the concept is underpinned by the idea that social capital is the foundation on which social stability is built, and the lack is considered to be a key factor related to personal and societal problems within the community. It also supports a policy perspective saying that an increase in social problems and a decrease in social capital go hand-in-hand. Or vice versa, if social capital in marginalized communities is increased, the social problems will decrease, and thus the ability of these communities to respond to opportunities for regeneration and renewal will improve (Middleton, Murie, and Groves, 2005) .
However, Middleton and colleagues (ibid) also showed that a lack of bridging social capital is a consequence of social and economic well-being, not the cause of it. This conclusion was based on a study of six neighbourhoods in Birmingham, England. The rich neighbourhoods were more likely to invest in bridging social capital than the residents in marginalized (deprived) neighbourhoods. Furthermore, the study from Birmingham showed that in terms of certain types of bonding social capital, there is no evidence that the poor are better off contrary to what the theory of social capital predicts. The residents in poor neighbourhoods are no more likely to have strong family ties than the residents in the wealthiest neighbourhoods; differences were explained by the fact that economic hardship was an obstacle for participating in social activities due to necessary payment of fees and equipment, which reduces the possibilities to obtain bridging social capital. Middleton et al. (ibid) concluded that the positive emphasis on social capital to target social problems is wrong; rather the social environment can be explained as a product of wealth and demographics, and the unequal distribution of resources will further empower the already wealthy and powerful.
Moreover, other studies have confirmed that community context is a key feature in understanding the genesis of social capital. Cattell's studies (2001) from East London demonstrated that the history of the area, work opportunities, local resources and opportunities for participation played an important role in establishing social bonds and conditions for support exchange. Donoghue and Tranter (2012) explored the association between housing tenure and aspects of social capital in Australia which showed that public tenants, often with low income and low levels of education, expressed lower levels of interpersonal trust and confidence in government institutions.
Policymakers and some academics have presumed that the level of social capital is a key issue distinguishing successful communities from unsuccessful communities. When improving social capital in deprived communities, the ability to address social problems and enhance the physical and social environment will increase. However, currently no research can confirm that the renewal programs have had an impact on personal relations and the existence of social capital. The lack of such relationships can be explained by the various conditions characterizing different types of marginalized areas when it comes to residential history, degree of segregation, poverty (Garcia & Moreno 2011) , demographics features and patterns of gender roles (Healy, Haynes & Hampshire, 2007) . As an example, a study evaluating the effectiveness of an urban renewal program in a socially disadvantaged community in Sydney showed no significant changes in the perception of aesthetics, safety and walkability in the neighbourhood or in health status (Jalaludin et al. 2012) . Research based upon six case studies in Australia focused on involving residents in neighbourhood renewal. The research highlighted a range of practical barriers and concluded that broader socio-economic issues should be addressed (Wood, 2001) . Furthermore, social mix has become a policy objective for disadvantaged neighbourhoods and urban renewal in France, even though research has shown that this policy generally tends to weaken the inhabitants' social capital and transform local forms of coexistence in an unpredictable way (Bacque, Fijalkow, Launay, & Vermeersch, 2011) .
Lack of studies showing the impact of the renewal plans on social capital can be explained by the fact that the concept of social capital has come to mean different things to scholars from different disciplines. Thus, social capital has become less useful as an analytical concept. Some applications define bonding social capital as intracommunity ties, i.e. social capital that exists within a neighbourhood, while bridging social ties are seen as extracommunity ties (ties that exist between residents of different neighbourhoods (Bowen, Marin, Mancini & Nelson, 2000) . This paper stresses the consistent feature of most of the definitions of social capital; i.e. social relationships including social contacts and the exchange of social support. In this study, bonding social capital represents strong social ties between closed groups of people with a common identity, such as families, neighbours or business associates. Whereas, bridging social capital is defined as social ties between and across all kinds of people with different backgrounds, such as geographical origin and social and economic status. Due to the fact that people establish close and more superficial contacts within and outside neighbourhood boundaries, this study investigates four dimensions of social capital; bridging and bonding social capital inside as well as outside the community. This approach stems from the abovementioned trend of using renewal programs to underpin policies by promoting and stimulating social capital in deprived communities.
Gellerup
Gellerup encompasses two large-scale high-rise building pro ects, Gellerup arken and ovesh which were built between 19 19 2 and contains 2, 00 apartments.
Approximately 7,200 people from about 80 different geographical origins live here (Brabrand Boligforening, 2011) . In spite of widescale investments over the years trying to improve the neighbourhood socially, structurally, economically and for safety reasons, Gellerup is characterized as a 'ghetto' where the residents suffer from low employment, lower well-being, a poor knowledge of the Danish language and a higher crime rate than the rest of the country. In Gellerup, 83.7 percent are immigrants and descendants, 53.2 percent are unemployed or lack educational affiliation and 45.6 percent have been convicted (Socialministeriet, 2010:34) . These statistics make Gellerup one of the most problematic areas in Denmark.
Because of the continuing problems, Gellerup became a high priority when the Danish government decided to take action and confront the so-called 'parallel societies within ghetto neighbourhoods' in Denmark in 2008 (Socialministeriet, 2010) . The debate about a segregated and parallel society in Gellerup focused on the physical segregation from the rest of Aarhus because of the infrastructure and architecture as well as on the continuing poor social functionality (cf. the problematic conditions mentioned above). To solve these problems, the neighbourhood became a political target for a massive change, the purpose being to open up the neighbourhood and create cohesion with the rest of Aarhus city. Instead of being a mono-functional neighbourhood, Gellerup should become multi-functional; i.e. attract business activities, jobs and education (Aarhus Kommune, Brabrand Boligforening, 2007) in order to achieve (at least) the same level of living standard, safety and health etc. consistent with the rest of the municipality (Århus Kommune, 2009 ).
The renewal plan was developed by the municipality of Aarhus and the housing association Brabrand Boligforening which owns the buildings in Gellerup.
The plan was approved by the residents via a democratic process in December 2010, and the residents were encouraged to participate in the further development of the plan. The renewal plan of Gellerup is the largest and most expensive plan to be carried out in Danish history. The plan should be implemented from 2011 to 2030
and includes the demolishing of three blocks making it possible to build new houses with one to two floors for purchase, rent or cooperative housing. This is done to attract and keep people with resources in the neighbourhood. Two blocks will be sold, and two blocks will be rented out for business. Schools providing education of short or average length will be moved into the neighbourhood to make education attractive to the young people from the area. The road system will be changed with the purpose of opening up the neighbourhood for others instead of just the residents.
Furthermore, a main pedestrian street with shops, restaurants and cultural offers will be laid in the centre of the neighbourhood (Århus Kommune, Brabrand Boligforening, 2010; Brabrand Boligforening, 2011) . Within the community of Gellerup the concrete and expected outcomes of the plan are:
 To improve the possibilities of employment and education among the residents by moving workplaces and education into the community.
 To make the area safe and reduce the crime rate by involving young people in social activities.
 To create democratic citizenship by increasing the sense of being part of a group and/or community. This should be achieved by increasing residential community participation and trust in welfare institutions.
 To improve health and increase life expectancy with the purpose of matching the level of the rest of the municipality.
 To create a new image for the area and avoid stigmatization by undertaking physical and architectural changes of the area.
 To increase resident participation in culture and leisure activities to promote positive interaction among children and adults. A special effort will be made to reach young girls.
 To make sure that the composition of residents in the area is mixed (economy, resources and ethnicity) by establishing new neighbourhoods with less public housing. (Århus Kommune, 2009 
Measurement
Williams (2006) In addition, since the community of Gellerup constitutes a broad composition of people from different backgrounds and religions, it was considered relevant to add This strategy helped reach a group of elderly who otherwise would have been lost in this study. All participants were fully informed of the aim and goal of the study.
Furthermore, they were informed that their identity would be kept confidential, and that they could withdraw their participation at any given time. The participants were also invited to a presentation of the study results at the local library, (29 September 2011).
Limitations of the study
To design a questionnaire addressed to a wide variety of groups with different languages was linguistically challenging and there was also a risk that the questions could become culturally anchored. In the following, we will present two examples of were too proud to admit having problems that they needed help with. This means that the results in terms of being outgoing should be interpreted with some caution, and that access to support can also involve help offered by the society.
Results
In this section, we will present data on the respondents' family relations inside and outside of Gellerup, as well as data on the participants' contacts with religious leaders. With this as background data, the participants' perceptions of access to social capital as a whole will be presented, and subsequently social capital will be divided into bridging and bonding social capital. The results section will end with a presentation and an analysis of the specific questions posed in the study.
To get an idea of the participants' family relations in Denmark and contacts with religious leaders, the questionnaire was, as previously mentioned, enhanced with four sub questions. The results showed that 46 percent had family members living inside Gellerup, and that 65 percent had family members living in Denmark outside Gellerup. Furthermore, about one third of the residents in Gellerup often consulted religious leaders in either personal or societal questions. This could imply that the religious leaders are considered a resource in personal and societal matters.
Nevertheless, the majority of the residents in Gellerup, about two thirds, did not consult religious leaders in these matters. In Table 3 , an analysis of the total outcome of social capital inside and outside
Gellerup in relation to all five demographic features is presented. The results showed that gender did not seem to have any impact on social capital. Data referring to geographical origin indicated that residents from Arab countries had the highest level of social capital inside Gellerup while the northern Europeans had the lowest.
Whether it is social capital inside or outside Gellerup, people aged between 18 and 29 years had significantly higher values than the other age groups. Number of years lived in Denmark had only little importance; however, the results implied that the longer the residents had lived in Gellerup, the higher their level of social capital inside Gellerup became. Chi square test: *** p< 0.001; ** p< 0.01; * p < 0.05
To further investigate the differences between social capital inside and outside Gellerup, we tested the relationship between demographic features and access to bridging and bonding social capital. The result confirmed that gender did not have any effect on either bonding or bridging social capital. The results in Table   4 also confirmed earlier results that residents from Arab countries have the highest level of bonding relations inside Gellerup than all other groups. Northern Europeans had more bonding relations outside Gellerup, but significantly lower bridging and bonding social capital inside the community. he northern Europeans' lower level of social capital within Gellerup may be explained by the fact that half of the residents in this group did not have family in Gellerup. In sum, northern European residents in Gellerup mainly interacted with people not living in Gellerup, and residents from Arab countries interacted more inside Gellerup than any other group. When we tested the outcome of social capital with age, it became evident that age was a significant factor. Residents between 18 and 29 had higher levels of bonding social capital both inside and outside Gellerup as well as higher levels of bridging social capital outside Gellerup than the residents in the age groups 30-49 and 50-78. Several factors could explain these differences. First, the younger generation may have higher levels of bonding because they are second-generation immigrants. Thus, many of them have lived most of their lives in Gellerup, and they were more likely to have parents and family inside the community to provide a close supportive relationship (see Table 2 ). Second, this generation was more likely to have attended the Danish education system, which may have enabled them to establish close social relationships and bonding and bridging social capital outside Gellerup (in 2008, the primary and lower secondary school in Gellerup, was shut down, and the pupils from Gellerup were sent to other schools in the municipality to improve integration).
Number of years lived in Denmark had no effect on bridging and bonding relations, but it was a trend that the social capital, both bridging and bonding, increased after 11-20 years and then decreased with age. Years lived in Gellerup affected the access to bonding relations, but had little effect on bridging relations. A more in-depth analysis of the questions included in the two indexes of bonding and bridging social capital (Table 5) concerning relations in Gellerup, illustrated that 72 percent of the residents had people they trusted and could turn to for help to solve problems. 67 percent had someone to ask for help in important decisions, and 76 percent had someone to turn to if they felt lonely. About 70 percent experienced that interacting with people living in Gellerup makes them feel part of a larger community and make them curious about other places in the world. This indicates that many residents have a relatively large network offering help and support of various kinds, though access to financial support is lower, only 54 percent of the participants have someone to turn to, and 43 percent lacked good job references inside Gellerup.
Regarding bonding social capital outside Gellerup, 71 percent had someone to ask for help to solve their problems, 53 percent had someone to ask for help in important decisions, and 68 percent stated that socializing with people living outside Gellerup made them interested in trying new things. However, many (50 percent) lacked the opportunity to borrow money from someone outside Gellerup, and 44 percent lacked contact to people whom they could use as job references. For many residents, bridging social capital outside Gellerup led to an interest in trying new things (68 percent), but 46 percent of the participants stated that they were not interested in supporting activities outside Gellerup. Results on social capital outside Gellerup showed large variations in the respondents' answers. his variation was presumably due to age differences (Table 4) . 
Conclusion
This study examined the level and the character of social capital in a marginalized community in Denmark. he primary focus was on the residents' access to bridging and bonding social capital inside and outside the community of Gellerup and on how the availability of social capital varied within different socio-demographic groups.
Overall, the results showed that the residents of Gellerup, contrary to some beliefs, to a relatively high degree, had access to bonding and bridging social capital inside as well as outside the community.
The political agenda behind the renewal of Gellerup plan was based on the presumption that social capital in marginalized communities, such as Gellerup, attracts people with the same kind of social capital and that the existing social capital within the community is not tradable in the rest of the society. However, our results
showed that the concept of social capital is complex; bonding and bridging relations inside the community differ from the meaning of bonding and bridging social capital outside the community and the variation can be profound among the different sociodemographic groups.
In general, about 70 percent of the residents had relations inside Gellerup who they trusted and could turn to for support or if feeling lonely. Furthermore, interacting with people living in Gellerup gave the feeling of being a part of a larger community and made people curious about other places in the world. This indicated that many residents had a relatively large network offering help and support of various kinds, though access to financial support is lower. Only 54 percent of the participants have someone they can turn to for help and 43 percent lack good job references in Gellerup. Gender did not seem to have any impact on the level or type of social capital.
To some extent, these findings were in contrast with general ideas that immigrant women tend to be more isolated than immigrant men and assumptions the that men are more outgoing. One explanation for these divergent results could be that men's social capital is overrated in general, due to the fact that the questionnaire failed to capture women's distinctive contribution to social capital creation. his is in line with feminist critics arguing that the dominant accounts of social capital favour maledominated activities, for example participation in formal networks. Thus, the diffuse informal-network building among women is overlooked, the result being that women's contributions to social capital formation are devalued (Edwards, 200 ) . The instrument employed in this study was originally validated to examine social capital in online and offline contexts, especially directed towards relatively young people, which could indicate that our questionnaire is more gender neutral.
Most participants in our survey had relationships with other people, both inside and outside Gellerup, offering various forms of exchange and social support.
However, important findings in our study demonstrated that the opportunities for financial support and job references were limited. This could pose the risk that the 'one-size-fits-all' approach of social capital can hide differences in economic conditions and poverty. Economic hardship is undoubtedly an obstacle for participating in social activities due to for example necessary payment of fees and equipment. Moreover, limited economic opportunities can also be an obstacle for being part of social support exchange based on reciprocity. The history of the community, work opportunities, local resources and opportunities for participation also play an important role and reflect that the conditions in these kinds of neighbourhoods are often the products of systematic forces including discrimination and exploitation (cf. Kubisch, et al., 2002) . To build social capital, certain levels of pre-existing resources are required and our results indicate that the challenge concerns poverty and lack of work opportunities, more than the absence of support networks and trusting relationships. As Forrest and Kearns (2001) 
